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625 Court SWat, Room 204 Woodland. Catifamia 95695 

WARD OF SUPERVlLI)RS 

septamber 21,199Q 

CalFed Bay-Dalta Prcgram 
Attn: Rick Breitenbach 
1416 Ninth StraeL suite 1’55 
Sacmmento. CA 95814 

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft Program Environmental Imp& Statement 
Envimnmentel Impact Report (EISIEIR) for the CalFed Cey-Delta Program. 

Dear Mr. Breitenbach 

Thii letter is to respond to the Revised Draft Programmatic ElSlElR for the CalFed Bay-Delta 
Program. The tssues discussed in the EIS/EIR will profoundly affect the Mura of Yolo County and 
deserve a thoughtful and comprehensive review. Such deliirations were frustrated, hover, by 
the &remely narruv review period that !imited comments on a 75-volume. 2.500 page document 
to a mera 45 days. It is dftlcult to accept ths prcmiae of achieving “broad public acceptance” of 
solutions, aa aapouaed in CalFed’s mission statement, when CalFad has intentionally res&td 
the cpportunlty for analysis. This program will determine much of California’s economic and 
snvlronmential ha&h over the next three decades The complicated proposal8 included h tha 
Bay-Delta Program require much more time to evaluate and confar with other affected par&a 
than was allowed. We sincerely hopa that the abrupt timeframe pam~ittad for comments on tha 
EISXIR is not indicative of CalFed’s general attitudes towards those of 118 in the public who will 
bear the brunt of proposed policies. 

The Board of Supervisors ia deeply ccmmittacl to the well-being of the Bay-Delta ngion and its 
tributaries. After atl, the Sacramento Riior and Yola Bypass form our eastern bcrder and um are 
traversed by major tributaries such as Putah Creek, Cache Creek, the Colusa Drain, and the 
Knights Landing RiUge Cut. Similarly, moat of the soutnem potion ot the Count\/ ties within the 
legal boundaries of the D&a region. Yolo County has closely fdlowed the progress of CalFed 
and supports the geneml goals to improve envlronmental health, secure water sup@rra. enhance 
water quality. and strengthen Delta levees. However, we have grave concerns about the aedous 
coneequences resulting from the Bay-Delta Program in its present form. The foNowing comments 
detril our objactiont. 

Yolo County has long supported efforts to expand habkat opportunities atxi to integrate 
agriculture with the needs of wildlife. The Yale Basin Foundation, WBow Slough Management 
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Plan, and Cache Creek Ra~urr;es Mailagemect Plan ilre al! excellent examples of programs 
that have successfully balanced agricultural and natural resources. However, the County doss 
not support the scale and intensity of the programs currently being proposed by CalFed. 

Over 34,000 acres of farmland in thesacramento Valley could be converted to hrbitet and weter 
storage uses by the Ray-Iota Prqram (EISIEIR: pp. 7.1-21 and 22). Habit. w&f storage. 
setback !evees, and transfer facilities may canvati another 167,ooO acres of farmland in the Delte 
(EIS/EiR: pp. 7.18, -17, -20, 26: and 7.2-13). Over the next thirty yearn, it is estim&d that the 
maximum forseeable loss of important farmland (as defined by the California Department of 
Conservation) due to lmplementatlon of the Bay-Ckka Pmgram is 243,000 ecms (EISIEIR: p. 7.1. 
XI),, or 8,100 aores per year on average. In comparison, the ElSIElR anticipates that 
approximately oee millidn acres of farmland will bs converted to urban development by 2040 
(ElS/EIR: p. 7.1-29),. or 25,000 awes per year. However, while conferences nd newspaper 
articles regularly decry urban sprawl and its effects on the most productive fern, rBgion in the 
nation, Itttk 1~ said about the similarly profound impncts of ,CalFed on the hrtum of agrkuitun in 
California. 

The Bay-Della Program will convert one aore of farmland for every three awas dwekped by aU 
cities and Colintlw wlthln the study araa combined Together, urban devtrloprrrenl and lhe CelFed 
Program will convert 14.5 percent of the 6,834.600 acres of impartant farmland within the Centml 
Vaky to n~n-agricuttural usea by 2030. The cumuhtive impacts of these agricdtuml losses 
cannot be understated and demand serious and aggressive mitlpation strstegies to ensure the 
continued viability of Celiiomia farmers. 

Numerous mitiiation strategies are proposed to partially reduce the unavoidable adverse 
impacts associated with pknnanent agricultuml conversion resulting from the Bay-Delta 
Pmgram, (EISMR: pp. 7.1-2 and -3). Proposals to support the Agricultural Land Stewardship 
Program, restore existing degraded naMM before converting agricultural land, develop new 
habitat on public lands before acquiring private farmland, and include provisions In lloodplain 
restoration amas for compatible agricultural practices are all gcod ideas, but they do not go far 
enough. More must be done to protect our increasingly limited supply of productive farmland. 
We strongly urge CalFed to adopt additional mitigation measures, including: 

I. Require one acre of farmland be placed into a pemlanent agricultural conservation 
easement for each awe of farmland converted to non-agricultural uaw. AF a mcewre 
of its commitment to preserving the agricultural industry, Yolo COUnty is in the process 
of adopting an ordinance to raqulre sudl a 1:l of&et for all agricultural cmverlrion within 
the county and beileves that similar requirements are needed to protect the long-term 
interests of agriculture. 

2. Set aside portlons of new water developed through stonge and conjunctive use for t6e 
expansion of agriculture in previously underdeveloped areas. Some land that is 
currently being used for grazing and cover crops may be suitable for viticulture and/or 
orchards if additional water supplies wcrc made available. 
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3. Direct the cOnversion of agricultural land to areas where soil quality is poorei. Hi&it& 

should be placed on lands that do not contain prime soils, which should be preserved for 
strictly agricuttural activities. 

4 where the agricultural convenion of prime farmland is unavoidable, remove the upper 
soil layer and use it to augment non-prime agricutturat lands Wetlands and other 
habit&s do not require Class 1 and 2 soils. However these valuable resources can be 
tnneplanted to nearby agricultural fielde and milted in with native soil layers to 
substantially improve their productive capacity. 

It should be noted tnat even with the indusion of these mitigation measures, the staggering loss of 
agricutrural land proposed under the CalFed Pmgmm will ba significant. unavoidable and adverse. 

Yolo County has a long history of actively supporting and preserving its agricultural heritage and is 
rhply mnmmnd abut the ALure viability of agriculture in the Deb and Sacnmonto Valley 
regions. CalFed advocates an adaptive management approech that emphasizea publii 
involvement. We strongly urge CalFed to begin l rusteined and honest dialogue with local 
government and other affbctad patties to develop specific implementation strategias that ensure a 
place for farming in Califomls’s future. 

Aartcultural Economics and Social lssue~ 

Given the scale of agricultural conversion, it is not surprising that the impacts to rural counties 
3ra expected to be dire undrr the Bay-Delta Program. In general, the convereion of farmland is 
expected to result in a gross annual revenue loss to the agricuitural industry of $590 to S2,OOO 
par acre. In the Delta, total gross revenue losses resulting from the CalFed Program are 
expected to to!al$S2 to $243 million annually (EISIEIR; pp. 7.2-12, -13, and -14). This 
represents between 14 and 41 percent of me total value ot agncultura products grown in the 
Delta each year. Similarly, the Bay-LWta Program is estimated to reduce total gross revenue 
losses in the Sacramento Valley by $49 to S83 million (EIBIEIR: pp. 7.2-15 and -16). This 
represents between 1 and 4 percent of the total annual value of agricultural products grown in 
the Sacramento Valley. Another $22 to S5.5 million in annual crop revenue losses are expected 
in the San Joaquin Valley (EISIEIR: p. 7.2-19). 

Based on the aforementioned numbers, it appears ll~al CalFad is proposing to devastate the 
Central Valley’s agricultural industry, reducing annual revenues by $153 to $390 million a year. 
The total costs to fermers over the thirty-year Ilfe of the Bay-DeAa Program could run as high as 
$1 I .7 billion. This decision will have long-lasting impacts to agriculturally dependent 
juriscktions such as Yolo County. ironically, this blow comes at a time of economic growth for 
the Delta and Sacramento Valleys. 3iGr sufrnring fmm many years nf economic recession. 

These revenue losses wil! result in the estimated loss of nearly 25,000 jobe in the Delta and 
Sacramento regions (EWEIR: pp. 7.10-Q; and 7.3-13 through -16). The majority of loesee will 
likely occur in the agricultural industry, where the total farmworker labor lotca in b;rolh regions 
was only 17,090 in 1990 (EISIEIR: p. 7.3-7). Job losses witI primarily fall on the most 
vulnerable member8 of our community, many of wnom already belong to households with 
inoomes below the poverty line. Farm income may decline and the number of farmers may be 
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reduced (EIS/EIR: p. 7.3-13). Even more unbullevablc is the faol that this economic 
devastation is the result of delib%rate government policy, funded by the taxpayera who are 
being asked to accepl lhis painful burden. 

In addlhon to the complete conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses, CaFed has lncJuded 
programs to “coopentively manage” between 151,000 and 186.000 acres nf agrkulturpr l8nd to 
enhanoe wildlife benefts in the Colusa and Delta Management Zones (Ecosystem Re&r&n 
Prowam Plan: pp. 98.236, and 237). Propooed management practices in&de the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Inmeee the area of Delta corn fields and pastures tided in the winter and spring to 
provide highquality foraging habitat for wintering and migrating waterfowl and 
shorebIrd and associated wildlife. 

PerIodically flood pasture from October through March in portions of the Delta retativedy 
free of human disturbance to mata suitable roosting habitat for wintering gnator 
sandhill crane, and for other wintering sandhill crane subspecies. 

Create permanent or semipermanent ponds in Delta farm areas that provide suitable 
waterfowl nesting habilat bul lack suitable brooding habltat, to increase resident 
dabbling duck production, 

Increate the area of rice fields and other crop lands flooded in winter and spring to 
provide high-quality foraging habitat for wintering and migrating waterfowl and 
shornbirds and associated wildliie. 

Convert ogriouttural lards in the Coluaa Basin Ecnlogioal Management Zone from crop 
types of low forage value for wintering waterfowl and other wildlife to crop types of 
gre&I foorags vatue. 

Defer fall tillage on rice fields in the Colusa Basin Ecological Management Zone to 
increase the forage for winterina waterfowl and associated wildlife. 

Redurn the adverse effects of herbicides, pesticides, hrmigontr, and other agents that 
are toxic to fish and wildlife in the Colusa Basin Ecological Management Zone. Work 
with the looel agriouituml intsrestr and water districts to implement and evalualu Y 
contaminant effeots study. 

The EWEIR looks only at the mpact of farmland conversion and fails to include analysis of the 
effects that thear management practices will have on agriculture. Although the80 land8 wiH not 
be permanently converted to nonagricultural u8e8, the proposed management practices will 
resull in reduced orop yields, which will decrease economic multiplier effeots for the local 
eoonomy. Ii fewer crops are grown or if a portion of the hanrest is eaten by wildlife instead of 
sold, there will be less for local faciliies to process. The impacts of agricultural management 
pnctcss on the local economy and society should bc ovalusted in the Final EIRIEIS. 

Numerous stratagias are proposed to alleviate the impacts to agrloulture created by the Bay- 
Delta Program. These include:.fair market value for crops and land acquired: financial 
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assictancc lo growen far increasing agricultural production using less; water and higher value 

crops: scheduling construction activkties to allow current crops to bs harvested prior to 
converslon: adoptlon of stronger tax and other mcentives for long-term agricultural zoning: and 
support for growers interested in implementing value-added programs, such as hunting and 
birowatching (EWEIR, p. 7.2-12). 

Aithough financial assistance to farmers to improve crop production would k helpful in partially 
relieving projecbxl impacts to the agricultural economy, many of ihc dher propoe& mitigation 
measures are poorly conceived, Fair market value payments are already mandated by st& 
and federal law. Scheduling construction actitilies to allow an additional harvest provldes one- 
time benefits only and does nothing to reduce the permanent loss of pro&c&e capacity. 
Finally, stronger tomng and tax incentives a.re subject to changing poiiios and econotnics and 
are not as effective as permanent conservation easements Instead. stronger and more 
effective mitigation measures are required, such as: 

1. Increased subvention funding and property tax cost sharing, so that munties can 
adoqustoiy fund the maintenonoe of rursl infrastructure which femn depend upon, 
such as roads, drainage facilities, and flood control. 

2. Legislation and funding for rural development zones, to pay for the provlsion Of the 
infrastructure needed to attract agricultural processing industries and increase the value 
of local commodities. 

The environmental analysis states that the substantial conversion of agriculture1 land in the 
Delta Region could shift some production to desert areas in southern California, such as the 
Imperial Vsilcy (EWEIR, p. 7.2-22). It alao suggests that while famlland oould be taken out of 
productlon in the Delta, agricultural acreage may increase in the San Francisco Bay region 
(EIWEIR: p. 7.14-a). Meanwhlie, the Bay-Delta Program may generate improvements in water 
quality, supply, and reliability in the San Joaquin Valley that could allow additional agricultural 
land to be developed and a shift to higher value croups. Further, these beneftis could result in 
urnen pow&ion and economic grawth in the San Joaquin Valley (EISIEIR: p. 3-4). ironicaily. 
this would occur at the same time that the tens of thousands are scheduled to become 
unemployed in the Delta and Sacramento regions. 

Calred appeam to be taking r~ dangerous gamble with local economies, hurting thousands Of 
families and business owners in the process. it is reckless to advocate the loss Of 25,CtOO jobs, 
prtmarlly in rural areas where unemployment levels have long been difficult to reduce. in 
addition, the above measures do not guarantee sufficient funds to local governments that will 
offset the tremendous costs associated with the CaiFed experiment. Counties have been given 
the challenging responsibility for moving people from wudfnre into the workforce The layefb 
and loss of farm income projected in the EIWEIR will greatly increase the demand for locet work 
programs, thus straining our already limited financial reeources. State rcvcnue tramfern are 
not an adequate substitute for a vigorous and thriving local market economy. 
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The previous section d&ailed widespread economic dIsruptIon in the rural areas ot tha Delta 

and Sacramentc Valley, as policies from the CalFed Program are implemented. Severe 
economic and social impacts could particularly harm minority communitis, especially Hispanics 
who make ~rp the majority of farmworkers in the affected areas. These imp&s include the loss 
of agricultural jobs. relocation of homeowners from habitat nstoratisn areas, reduced 
Qroundwatrrr *upplies, and the displacement of low-inccmo housing.(EIS/EIR: p. 7.14 11). 
Expected benefits to minority communities indude improved surface water supplies, ftood 
protcotion, better water quality, increased recreational employment, and Improved hunting and 
fishing that may supplement diets (EISIEIR: p. 7.1412). 

Inexplicably, the EWEIR states that the benefits of the Bay-D&a Program generally outwelgh 
the short-term adverse effects Consequently, the analysis concludes that the CalFed Program 
will not result in any unavoidable adverse effects related to environmcmtal justice (EWEIR: p. 7- 
14-12). The County doas not agree with this conclusion. It is exceedingly abstract to ergus 
that most families would prefer a hotter environment and racrcational opportunttiea to having a 
job and a home. Apparently, greater efforts are needed by CalFed to listen to the needs of 
minority communities. 

Measures are proposed to allevrate the adverse social effects cause by the economic 
dislocation associated within the C&Fed Praram (EWEIS: pp. 7.3-13 through -15). These 
indude: 

1. Support local governments ard workers faced with Increased demand for social services 
resulting from labor displacomont; 

2. Suppurl llaining and educational opportunities, Job referra! and placement services, and 
job retraining for unemployed individuals to reenter the workforce; 

3. Include clauses in restoration and construction contracts that require use of the local 
workforca to the extent possible. 

4. Provide opportunities for alternative industries to develop, such as recreation. 

5. Support limitations on the amount of acreage that can be fallowed in a given area. 

Rural areas in the Sacramento Valley that are still dependent upon agricutture, such as Ydo 
County, will suffer a disproportionate economic impact es a resull of CalFed policies. 
Approximately 7.5% of the local labor force depend upon agriculture. Overal!, farm production 
and awgciated activities account for about IQ% of total gross revenues. A UC-Davis study of 
the a6cts of tne IQRI water banking program estimate4 that the transfer of 151,000 acra-tit 
from Yolo County reduced farm income 5% and inueased agricultural unemployment 4.7%. It 
is likely that the conscqucnccs of CalFed will be far greater than the compa&ivcly less 
ambitious water bank program. State and federal financial asaistanca to address these 
impacts must ba sulliciwtl lw rdd~u~ ths specific needs of each jurisdiction throughout as BaCn 
phase of the Bay-D&a Program is implemented and should not be considered a one-time fix. 
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While Yolo County is already promoting a tourist srd rccrcation industry, through its Economic 
Development Program, it is unrealistic to expect that one segment of the economy can replaw 
the losses expected to UCCUI ill aytkulture as a rcs~llt of the CalFed Program. Ffnally. the 
County muat go on record once again to state that the concept of fallowing as a means to 
increase the supply of water available for transfer cannot be supported in any form. 

The environmental analysis estimates that restructuring may result in a higher demand for 
social services, increased crime, and loss of local sm&l busiMsEes (EWEIR: p. 7.313). Theee 
are unacceptable social consequences for our communities and small toww, many of which 
sre already struggling to remain economically viable. The Bay-Detta Program will have 
profound and potentially dire consequences for the future quality of lie in Yoto County. The 
redlstrlbutlon of Jobs and wealtn from the Delta and Sacrament Valley to otner regrons ct 
California will be lergely paid for by those who are least able to afford it. A is critlcel that policies 
be reexamined to ensure that the extensive benefits and pain associated with the CalFed 
Program are equitably balanced for all concerned. 

It is anticipated that more agricultural water will be conserved = a result of the CAlFED 
program in the Sacramento Valley than any other region analyzed in the EIRIEIS. In fact, 
CALFED expects that more agncururar conservation will occur here than the Delta, Weet San 
Joaquin Valby, San Francisco Bay, Central Coast, and South Coast combined (Water Uee 
Efficiency Program Plan: p. l-8). The total amount of water estimated to be annually recovered 
as a result of the CALFEIJ program is 3,831,OOO acre-feat. 0f this total, 49 percsnt or 689 
acre-feet annually, is expected to come from the Sacrsmento Valley. We note that once again, 
thic lo more thon any other single region wtthin the study area. 

Ttre EWEIR identifies several Potentially significant adverse Impacts assoclatecl with water 
transfers. Proposed mitigation strategies to remediate these impacts are extremely vague and 
speculative, and may include Environmental Water Accounts, water efficiency and recycling, 
improvements in conveyance, and storage. This is one of the meet cr?tical issues in the Bay- 
Delta Program and requires far more detail regarding how water transfers will be mitigated. 
Section 15176 4 of the CEQA GuIdelines requires that mitigation measures in an EIR must not 
be deferred, must be fully enforceable, and may establish performance standards. We 
recommend that the Final EIR include specific, binding, implementable mitigation measures that 
protect the water suppiy of local jurisdictions. Yoio County supports the idea of a well-reguiated 
water transfer market wfthln the area of orlgln, lnvotvlng wllllng Sellera and buyers. We would 
vigorously oppose any attempts to prassura water right8 holders to consent to user-initiated 
trensfere or widespread tallowing as the primary source of water for the CALFED program. 

The development of new storage facilities is imperative to provide the water required to 
implement the Bay-Delta Program. The EWEIR cites the pntemlnl loss of farmland assodated 
with the construction of new storage facillties, but acknowledges that they are far less than 
those that will be required to carry out the Ecosyetem Restomtion Program Plan. Similarly, the 
cc& of developing such facilities may be expensive, but so will the economic damage wrought 
by CalFed on the Delia and Sacrarwt.tlo Valley. Yclo County will watch with great interest the 
dcvebpmant of the Integrated Storage investigation to study various water storage ~@ima. 
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Northern agricuiture must not be expoded to shoulder the primery responsibility to provide 
water for environmental restoration, San Joaquin farmland, and Southern Caiifomia 
development. WE CANNOT POSSIBLY SUPPORT ANY CALFED PLAN THAT DOES NOT 
INCLUDE A STORAGE COMPONENT. 

The Ydo Bypass carries tivasixths of the volume of the Sacramento River at oeak ftoodftova, 
including lCx% of any flows greater than 55.000 cfs. as measured at Vemna. General 
estimates are that levees along the Bypans currently provide about &year flood protrction, 
The EIS/EIR notes that removing diversion structures and other obstructions to flow in the 
Sacramenta River tributaries could incrcasc flooding downstream (CISIEIR, p, 7.840). On the 
other hand, CalFed also proposes to reduce the impediment to flows caused by the railroad 
causeway paralleling Interstate 60 and to remove levees along the tower Sacramento Shop 
Channel, which will possibly increase the flood bearing capacity of the Yolo Bypass (Ecosystem 
Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 69). Any solution approved under the Bay-D&a Ptan 
must ensure that the flood capacity of the Yolo Bypass is not diminlshed from its currant 
volume. Moreover, proposds to improve the existing levee system and increase flood capacity 
within the lower Cache Creek and the Yolo Bypass would nceivo strong eupport from Yolo 
county. 

In addition, the EIS/EIR states that an extension of the Tehama-Coluaa Canal could provide 
additional flows to the Yolo Bypass during the spring, summer, and fall seasons, to sustain t?ah 
migrations, wetlands, and riparinn habitat (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 
347). Water may also be ccfrveyed to potential off-stream reservoir sites. Water temperature in 
the Bacramento River could also be improved by redirecting the Colusa Rasln drain into an 
extension of the Tehame Colusa canal (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 
153) Ydo County ie rlre Wed as being a possible site for a groundwatcr conjunctive use 
project (Revt$ed Phase II Report p. 89). We urge CalFed to include both the conjunctive use 
project and tie Teharna-Colusa Canal extension in its consideration of storage and conveyance 
atiematiies. 

One of CalFed’s underlying assumptions is that the thousands of acre-feet needed to ~uupori 
ita goals of improving the water supply and enhancing the environment will primarily come from 
agriculture. In addition, water transfers are expected to cause extensive land fallowing. Thr 
increased cost of water (e.g., mandated efficiency measures, shifts from surface water to 
groundwater pumping, end new feee) may aleo result in red&ions in agdouttural production. 
Agricuttural management programs to expand wildlife foraging opportunities wi!l dscreaae crop 
yields uvw further. The radical downsizing of agrkutture appean to b-2 eSpeC)ally targeted In 
the Delta, which receives the brunt of conversion and restoration policy impacts. Thii appears 
particularly convenient, given the enormous demand anticipated by CalFed for new habitat land 
in tbirr region. Certainly, acquisition costs will be qroatly reduced if the land is no longer 
agriculturally productive due to a lack of water. 

Water Qualitv 

Under the CalFed Program, the Sacramento Valley region is expected to be a net water 
exporter to other erees. Transferred water usualtj would be surface W&W, with an increase in 
local groundwater pumping to make up the difference. In some cases, direct groundwater 
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trensien would occur (EIS/EIR: p. 5.446 and -37). Groundwater quality in southern Yti 
Cwnty could be adversely affected by increases in groundwater extraction. Groundweter 
containing high cnncantrarions of boron may be drawn toward prodWing wells in the area 

(EISIEIR. p. 5.4-29). Potential mitigation measures include: regulating or prohibiting 
groundwater pumping; increased water conservation and recycling effods; developing 
groundwater basin management plans: treating water at the well head: diluting wnteminants 
with hiier quatii water: and drilling new wells to prevent concentrated drawdown in One arua 
(EISIEIR, p. 6.2-29). The first mitigation measure would result in additional farmland fallowing 
and/or conversion, while many of the other measzes involve significant new costs for water 
ueers with no proposal for reimbursement. Irilensive uee of injection walls and parcolatlon 
ponds to replace depleting groundwater supplies increases salt and mineral leaching through 
the so11 and create a greater potential for subsidence if not properly managed. Consequently, 
we urge that new mitigation measures be develom. that emphasize limiting water transfers in 
areas susceptible to overpumping to prevent adverse impacts to groundwater from occurring. 

The ElSlElR proposes new measures to regiltate agriculturPI dischargas within the Delta to 
roduco total dissolved solids. nutrients, and tote! organic carbon (Water Quality Pro~r& Plan: 
p. 3-l 1). The intent is to reduce the amount of contaminants in drinking watar transfmd to’ 
Southern California from the Delta. In particular, the Munlclpal Water Quality Investigation 
under the Department of Water Resources is considering required treatment of furm diecharge, 
rerouting agricultural drains, detention ponds with release during high flowu, c~nvbnion to low- 
tillage crops and/or pasture. and irnplementeticn of efficient irrigation methods (Water Quality 
Program Plan: pp. 3-18 and -18). Detention ponds and new drains will require the loss of mfxa 
farmland, while new irrigation equipment and discharge treatment will InGreaee prod&ion 
costs. The conversion to low-tlllage crops or pas!ure will reduce farm income. These ad&tonal 
agricuttural impacts should be taken into account when calculaliny ihe elfede of CaRed on the 
agricultural economy, as discussed in Section 7.2 of the EWEIR. 

The CALFED program has as one of its goals the reduction of organochlorine pesticides in the 
Yolo Basin (Multi-Species Conservation Strategy: Tabie C, p, 101). Strategies for addressing 
this concern include additional funding for the Natural Resource Conservatinn Servlca (NRCS) 
and Resource Conservation Districts (RCD) to promote erosion control practkxs. Thea8 
practices may include: ditch tarps, surge irrigation, sprinkler germination, drip irrigation, $aW 
surface pipes, vegetated filter strips, sediment basins, integrated pest management, grassed 
wuttrrwrys. end ilrigirtion end nutrient management (Water Quality Program Plan: pp. 64 
through 57). Financial incentive programs to implement these practices would be provided to 
farmers who wished to participate. The County enjoys a woperate ralationshlp with both the 
NRCS and the local RCD and strongly supports voluntary programs such as those described 
above. 

CaiFed states that historic mercury mining operations in the Coast Range are a significant 
source of mercury to the Bay-Delta region. Cache Creek, Sulfur Creek, Seoramento River, ond 
Harley Gulch are all currently listed as impaired water ladies under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act due to mercury contamination (Water Quality Progra!m Plan: pp. 4-3 through 4-S). 
The Bay-Deita Plan calls for the implementation of an extensive five-year program of data 
collection, evaluation, planning, remediation, and moniroring. ‘The program would include, but 
not be limited to, fish surveys and studies; hydrological modeling and the installation Of rI&v 
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stream gages; 66diment transport analysis; investigation of downstream impacts; chenucet 
conversian processes; and the effects of wetland habitats on mercury availability (Water Quality 
Program Plan: pp. 4-9 through 4-17). Although the sources of mercury are located outside of 
YCIO County, we support and will continue to take an adivs role in the research currently 
underway to reduce me I6vela of mercury being transport6d through our waterways and the 
continuing impacts on our economy and local widtiie. 

Cur second issue related tc mercury concpms dredging. In years past, levees were o&n 
repaired and enhanced wtih materials dredged from the adjoining channel. CALFED proposed 
to u6e rItemate sources (athcr then Delta in-channel sources) of levee maintenance materlot, 
such as: upland borrow sites, the Cache Creek settling basin, and sediment deposita from the 
Y&J Bypass (Ecosystem Restoratlon Program Plan - Volume 2: p, 103). Sediment deposits at 
!he settling basin and bypass may contain amounts of mercury that have the potential to 
methylate when exposed to conditions found in some riparian environments. Yolo County 
recommends a mitigation measure to require the testing of all soils obtained from either the 
Cache Creek settling basin or the Yolo Bypass for mercury content prior to their use In levee 
constructiin. If mercury Irvolt within the dredged moterial Ox-cd 6tat6&derel6tendards. then 
the contaminated materials should be prohibited from use in any wetlands construction. 

In general, Yolo County enjoys relatively good water quality. Boron, mercury, and turbidity 
create problems for mlalrfe and agriculture, and actiins are being taken to addreaa these 
issues, but they do not present any human health hazards. This pr6oious resource should be 
conserved, not exported in volume to dilute contamination problems occurring in other regions. 
Yoio County’s streams and grntmchvatnr must not be degraded to improve water quality in the 
Delta for export. Instead. efforts should be directed at remediating pollution at its source within 
each rogion, 60 that upstream and downstream wers ten all enjoy the benefits of e clean waler 
suppty. 

Veqetation and Wildlife 

The County strongly disagrees with the assertlon that the greatest environmentai need in the 
Yolo Basin is to restore the natural streamflow regime and to create connectlvlty from Cache 
Creek to the Yolo Bypirpr (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 334). CALFED 
considers this action neoessary to improve the habitat potential for anadromous fish in the 
tributaries. Hmever, Cache Creek has not historically provided regular anadromouu habitat, 
ending in a vast marshland of tules that prevented connection to the Yolo Bypass. Only during 
extremely hjgh tlood events was there a direct path from 
the river to the creek, and it was only during these rare occurrences that salmon and steelhead 
found their way into the tributary. 

The diff6culties associated with creating new anadromous fish habitat in Cache Creek i6 
acknowtedged in the EISIFIR, which states that Cache Creek may make minor corttriWin6 to 
fall-run chinook salmon populations in some years, although significant financial resources 
would be required to provide tho noccssety habit&. In addition, Ceche Creek’s contributions to 
the sleelhead population may be small, ctua to the lack of frequent corrnectivity to the Yolo 
Bypaslr (Ew6y6tem RestoratIon Program Plan - VoUme 2: p, 337). MOreOver, the EISIEIR 
points out that “llntii such time as the source oi mercury is identiiEd and the contamination 
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remediated, Cache Creek should not be ConsIdered as healthy habitat for many aquatic species 
(Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan -Volume 2: p. 338). Consequently, we strongly urge 
that the Bay-Delta Program be revised to indicate that the greatest env~rcnmenbl need in the 
Yolo B&n is to locate and ccntrol the sources cf mercury in the upoer watershed of Cache and 
Putah Creeks that threaten the health of our streams. 

In contrast to Cache Creek, !he hydrauiic connedions between Putah Creek and the Yola 
Sypass ars &any evident. This is reflected in CalFed’s vision For the Puteh Creek EcdoQical 
Management Unit, which promotes opportunities for enhancing chinook salmon and steelhead 
trout +oosystem Kestoratton Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 343). The eflorts of the Putah 
Creek Council, Solano County, and the City of Davis in improving the riparia? corridor have 
been cn‘ticai in the restoration and integrity of Putah Creek. However, local orgsnizationo 
frequently do not have the extensive resources required to deaf with watershed issues. 
Consequently, the County encourages CalFed to actively fund and coordinate with community- 
based groups to rcostablish h&thy anadromous fish habitat in lowor Putah Creek. 

The EISIEIR states that thu prevalanca of non-nstive plant species, such as tatnarlak and giant 
read, is a major FacZor limiting the quaky and extent of riparian and riverine aquatic habltats. 
This is especially true in areas adversely affected by past gravel mimng, hood scour, and low 
streamflow (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - V&me 2: p. 335). One of the ptimaly 
actions to be taken in the Yolo Basin Management Zone is the reductton oF invasive non-native 
plant populations that compete with the Qmwth of native riparlan vyletatinn rlonQ Carho Cmek 
and Putah Creek (Ecceysiem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 351) Yolo County 
endorses this approach and requests that CALFED expcditioualy grant tho funding requested 
by the Cache Creek Conservancy to remove large populations of tamarisk and gian! reed from 
the Acne Creek corrtdor. 

The EIS/EIR describes extensive conversion of agriculfural land to habitat in the North Delta 
area, which includes that portion of Yolo County that lies south of Interstate 80. A summary of 
proposed projects within the North Del!a Ecological Management Unit includes numerwS 
projests, many of which are specifically targeted st the Vole Bypass and nearby dOugha 
(Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: pp. 85 through 97). These actions ooukf 
convert nesarly 25,000 acres, or approximately 20 percent of all farmland within the North Delta 
area. We are concerned that habitat res!oration efforts rnaj be overly concentrated in the Yolo 
Bypass and southern Yolo County. thereby threatening the agrWltural heritage of ClarksburQ 
and surrounding communities. 

The imps& nf CalFed on the local agricultural economy are diiussed in detail throughout the 
EIS/EIR. However, there is a curious lack of information regardinQ the potential economic 
benefits sbcruing from improving habitat quality and expanding wildlfFe opportunities. Ths 
restoration programs discussed in the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan may result in on 
inonzase in revenues From hunting, fishing, reoreation. end tourism adtvitics. TO aoountOiy 
assess the full impact of CalFed on local government budgets, it is very important to have all Of 
the relevant nformation. As a result, the County strongly urges thai the Final l?lSElR include 
the development of ado’itional economic analysis to estimate both the benefits and o&t of 
envimnmental restoration and preservation, 
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On a positive note, the Yolo Basin Foundation was recently awarded a grant to develop a Yale 
Basin Management Strategy, wnicn will rely on extensive stakeholder input 10 creating a 
watershed plan for the Bypass. Similarly, Soleno County received tinding of a grant to create a 
Putah Creek Management Strategy, which will inoorporate input from numerous roeidente, 
community groups. and other involved t~ties. The EWEIR notes that supporting the 
invoivomont of local citizens and interested patiiss in existing organizations such es the Caohe 
Creek Conservancy and Cache Creek Stakehalden Gmup would hrlp to roetom and maintain 
Cache Creek. Developing a watershed management plan for the upper watcrehed could 
faciliite the restoretion and maintenance of Cache Creek (Ecosystem Restoration Program 
Plan - Volume 2: p. 338). Similarly, developing a watershed managomont plan based on the 
Iowor Futah Creek management recommendations prepared in 1994 by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildliie S4wice and the Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, would facilitate the 
restoration and maintenance of Putah Creek (Ecoeysbm Restoration Program Plan -Volume 2~ 
pp .140241) Thn Rnnrd of Supervisors nncnlrregca CalFnd to fimd both thosn 4ff0rts to 
create a comprehensive framework for managing and enhancing our riparian roeouross, based 
on iooal etokohoider oonoeme. 

On a similar nota, the Plan proposes to improve management of 1,000 acr4e of exietirig 

seasonal wetland habitat in the Yolo Bypass, and to restore an additional 2,000 acfes of 
seasonal habitat In association with the Yolk Basin Wlkllifa Area. Restoration of 1,000 acm of 
nontidal freshwater marsh in the Yolo Bypass is also proposed (Ecosystem Reatoretion 
Program Plan, pp. 83-94). Although we are concerned about the lose of agricultural land 
aoeooieted with such e project, thr County is proud of the many outstanding accompliehmenb 
of the Yolo Basin Foundation and strongly encouregoe CalFod to protido additional funding to 
assist the round&ion in expanding their efforts. 

Yolo County questlont whether the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan Bias gone too far in its 
ambitious effort to alter vast regions of the California landscape. In referring to the Plan, 
CalFed states: “In later years, the magnitude of the annual implementation pmgrem may be 
constrained by the annual availability of funding (Developing a Strategic Plan. p. 141.” The 
Ecosystem R&oration Program Plan is founded upon the boncept of adaptive management. 
which will require con&ant and extensive monitoring efforts, to ensure that ootione tekon are 

having their intended consequence and to provide strategies for altemativo methode when 
aclions fail. If long-term projacticns anticipate insuffcknt funding in fulure years Lo wmty out 
the challtnQng plane under consideration, then a serious reevaluation is nseded to guarantee 
that the visions currently being CQfIt4mplat4d nave not greatly exceeded the aVeileMe 
r4sources. 

According to the EIS/EIR, a wide array of funding sources will be required to implemsnt the 

CALFED program, including: 

1. A fee on all water diversions within the Bay-Delta watershed, to pay for the costs of the 
Ecosystem Reetoratlon Program (Implementation Plan: p. 138); 
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2. A fee on at) water diversions within the Bay-Delta watersnea, to pay for the co& of lha 

Water Quality Program (Implementation Plan: p. 127): 
3. A fee on water users and dischargers within the Bay-Delta watershed, to pay for the 

costs of the Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment. and Research Program 
(Implemenhtian Plan: p. 140-141); 

4. A fee on all water dtvenians within the Bay-Delta watershed, to pay for watershed 
management programs (Implementatiin Plan, p. 146); and 

5. Annual state and federal appropriations (Implementation Plan: p. 142); 

6. General obligation bends (Implementation Plan: p. 142); and 

7. Water and power revenue bonds (Implementation Plan: p. 142). 

For the purposes of the ElWElR analysis, divenion fees of $7 per acre-foot delivsred for 
agriculture and $14 per acre-toot delivered for munlclpal and industrial users wers assumed 
(Implement&n Plan: p. 151). These funds cculd generate between $70 and $110 millbn 
annually (Implementation Plan: p. 165). It should be noted that the current price of inigatton 
weter In Yoto County in 9enemlly between $12 and $13 per acre-foot. The proposed dharsii 
fee would increase the price of delivered water to local farmers by nearly 60 percent. 

The residential water efkiency program is considering the use of several best management 
prac~b?s for urban users, inckdirly. ultra low-flow t&b, horizontal axia clothes we&em. home 
water use surveys, water metering, low flow showerheads, and landscape audits. Eatimatsd 
costs to implement these programs range from $1,600 to $2,800 per aae-foot. These would 
likely be funded by a combination of cost-sharing assistance from CALFED and local lnoreaaes 
in urban water costs (Water Use Efficiency Program Plan: pp. 5-49 through 6-51 

All agricultural water users within the CalFed solution area will be required to achieve an 85 
ptrnznt level of efficiency and inigstion system distribution uniformity will increase to between 
80 and 90 peroent (Water Use Efficiency Program, pp. 4-2, 4-3). Statewide farm irrigation 
efficiency currently average8 73 percent (Water Use Elfi~iency Program, p. 4-6). Seth on-farm 
and district spanding are necessary to obtain the anticipated levels of improvement. Generally, 
the cost to save irrecoverrable water in the Sacramento River Region IS estimated to range 
from $100 to 3600 per acrefoot annually (Water Use Efficiency Program Plan: p. 4-59). 

The Finanoing Plan expects that the total costs for implementing the CALFED program will bs 
$6.17 billion during Stage 1 (approximately seven years), or $738.4 million per year. The 
ElSlElR notes that this estimate does NOT include interest, inflation, operation and 
maintenance costs, state and federal agency implementation costs, or CALFED prqtsm 
management costs. No estlmates are given for these additional, unspecified expendkures 
(Implementation Plan: pp. 164-155). These additional costs should be included in the Final 
EIR. In ado’ition, the diversion fee is anticipated to pay for only 9 to 15 percent Of the tots1 
annual CALFED program costs. Over $600 million per year will have to be provided from other 
funding sources for implementation, The Financing Plan should include an analy@s indicating 
whether thorn is sufficient bond capadty available for the state. as well as projected future SW4 
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and federal budget surpluses, to ensure ttlat there are adequate additional funding SWUI~~Y lo 
pay for the costs of the CALFED program. 

The CALFED pmgram rapreSents a tmmendaos public inveStment, the enormous COStS of 
which may restrict cholCeS for the funding of other sodal priorities it the state and federal level. 
Given the range and 0~61 of those proposals, the County dors not feel that the CALFED 
program is affordabie for local stakehotders. This especially applbs to agriculture, which ia 
expected to pay a variely of axpensive feus to fund program administration. An equitable prtoe 
structure is crllical to ensuring that the burdens ara fairly shared by all. 

The CnlFnd Pmaram is an extraordinarily complex project that challenges u8 to look beyond 
our County’8 borders and evaluate our role within the Bay-Delta watenhed. However, we am 
concerned that CalFcd foouoes too often on a broad, Statewide perSp+ctlve and oRen folb to 
see how the program will affect individual communities. The success of the Bey-De&a Program 
will rely hwvlly on the cooperatton of hundreda of agencit%, business groups, nortprotlt 
organizations, and private Iandownem who are familiar with the unique characteristics of each 
individual watershed. We do not believe that Calhd can improve the health of tha Bay-Delta 
system, by hamring the social and economic foundations of local jurisdictions. CalFed has 
been working at a rapid pace to achieve an inibtal conaensua among the major inter4 groupa, 
but in the process has marginalized the aertous concerns expressed by those of us who will be 

directly impacted by the Bay-Delta Program. More intensive efforts need to k made to prov!de 
local decision makers with meaningful participation in implementing the program. After all ie 
said and done, despite billions of dollars In funding and volumes of new regulations, the CalFed 
Program will naver succeed without the cooperation of everyone who has a stake in the future 
of the Bay-Delta watershed. 

Wn wetccme the opportunity to meet with CalFed staff to develop reasonable and eRective 
strategies for achieving our mutual goal of protecting and enhancing Bay-Delta muroes. if 
there are my qucebons about the icode diecussed in this lotfor. please call David Morrison, 
Resource Manager, at (530) 6658041. Thank you for the opporhmity to provide these 
wmrnurks. 

Sincerely, 

AAL &,G6Frr---, 
Mike McGowan, Chair 
Yolo County Board of Supervisors 

Secretary Bruce Babbit 
Governor Gray Davis 
Senator Uanne Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congressman Doug Ose 
State Senator Maurice Johanessen 
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Assemblywoman Helen Thomson 
Assemblyman Dick Diikenron 
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